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Cii&$1&+,&&~6f Cbtobwr nj'1953, Mr. J. ,Ciimio and I visited 
the".t&+elmd offidee of.Coop& Metallurgical Aasobiet?e. '(See 
me&aridirip~Fr~'J. Cdliipio to D. 0. Moore, wubjeot: "BMP Projeot - 
Via$t $0 Cooper Metallurgioa~ Associates" dated Catot&r 29, 1953.) 
The"+on progr~~wb,'diao~sed'in detail. The~import~ti'featurerj 
0P '+I6 diw~u+ioa weret ', ,~ ,, 

1. Tha $354O,COC ooet aeked by CoopercR~ wter development 
results f?om the wcaaalty of aonwiwtcy+~~ot$aining lees than 
0.3% Fe which ie not ordinary Coop&r.praotioe. I had indioated 
our feeling that thi6 cost vae exeewsive einde va were not 

to deviate signifioaiitl&-'f%&,,hie ordinary boron 
'. ,,,., _.j^,, ',"F ?_,, :'A;::';,, 

.' 
2. whsn I qwstionwd them direbtly, W. coopar and Mr. Well 

agreed that our spacifioations oonld be met by ntring MO oathcdea 
sinoe thera was no Mc,,qpe$fioation other than the overall 
requirement of 96% EL \, 

3. Hz. Cooper and Mr..\3011 agrae&that.lt would t&e lose uurk to 
meet om'epeoifioatione by using ti oathode other tbe.n iron. 
(They expre$wed ourpriwe Oh& we vould have more tolerance 
for a &thode,other than iron - however, they had been lnfor&d 
of this prev&u&.bo$h by us a&by our Cleveland offiae.) , 

Ragardingthori&&.Coopwr wtatedthat~~they had 
metal wlnae 1918 byen electrochemical process. 
have no patents on the proaeww but erw 

.det.silw. Their starting mate~iwl Is C.P. oxide 
Mr. Cooper stated that the proeewe ia amenable to oo 
operation. He figures that they have made about 100 
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